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The curriculum vitae can be collapsed . 
into a few sentences: J. Robert Oppen-. 
heimer (1904-1967) was graduated sum- -. 
ma cum Jaude from Harvard, studied in 
Europe, returned to this country from . 
Leiden so brilliantly versed in the new 
‘quantum mechanics that his teaching © 
* shifted the base of theoretical physics — 
from Europe to the United States. After :- 

» ‘Pearl Harbor he became director of the 
‘atomic-energy laboratory at Los Alamos, 
‘and his work there had as its climax the 
first atomic explosion, the Trinity Test, at 
‘Alamogordo a month before Hiroshima. 

After the war he advised the government 
_on atom research till 1952, opposed the 
_ + +development of the hydrogen bomb, be- 
- . eame director of Princeton's Institute for - 
“ Advanced Study. In 1954, after a four- - 
-week security hearing contemporaneous 
i with the Army-McCarthy hearings, he . 
, was stripped of his right of access to se- .. 
erct information. ! 

Philip Stern’s book examines in. ex- 
haustive detail the aspects of Oppen- — 

“heimer’s history and personalily that cost 

»him his good name; it picks apart the 

legal and moral ramifications of the hear- 

* ing; it provides a summary of government 

‘ security policies and concludes that they. 

yare both immoral and useless. The au- 

thor’s sympathies are overwhelmingly . 
with Oppenheimer, but he carefully doc-..” 

-uments the great plseu failings: his 

- arrogance, political ignorance, occasional - 

’ mendacity and irregular judgments, 

* Both the man and the case against hin. 

‘have provoked violent debates, At tho 

‘center of the arguments that swopt 


pe. 
around him was tha soi Vea HSH Rele 
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Oppenheimer in 1946; Would he have revealed America’s secrets? 
‘atomic 
_ heimer 
> bomb. His opponents—Edward Teller, Ex- 


». man of the Atomic Energy Commission : 


‘penheimer’s explosive history. 
~ were various, but among them the most 
-E-bomb. Stem shows that many scientists: 


- heimer; since he “had been standing in a 


. ing the war, he took his friends from the 


{Oppenheimer admitted as much); that 


he gave away secrets, cither by accident | 
or design); that he lied to security offi- 


“him that a British scientist was anxious to./ 


months, and when he did he lied to them © : 
‘about its details. Why? Because, Oppen- |’ 


_the Chevalier story was very old news: | 
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summate ingratitude oe Se 
t deers! 
mely; 


tan act of con 
lg dedicated national servant, and 
‘prived the United States of a supre 
= valuable national resource. 
| Blacklists After summari 
absurditics of loyalty tests, and after. ae 
‘warning against the dangers of putting ;. 
 securily files in the hands of the irrespon-’ 
! gible, and after citing the current charges : 
being blacklisted by: 


. that scientists are i Ee 
aie the Department of Health, Education : *, 
1 opinions, * 


i 

land Welfare for their politica Ty 

‘Stern concludes that we should abolish” 
will the 5 

? He does not suggest: 


all tests of loyalty except one: 
od might be predict- 


man betray secrets 
lure to do so his sug : | 


poltey and technology. Oppen- 
avored the conventional fission 


nest Lawrence, Lewis L. Strauss (chai zing the worst 


during the hearings)—favored develop- | 


ment of a fusion, or hydrogen, bomb. 
Tission and fusion are metaphors for Op- 


Lax: The charges against him 
ambiguous was his opposition to the 


opposed it more vigorously than Oppen-: 


| how such a likeliho 
‘ed, and with his fai 
“| gestion falls apart. 60 ie 
“i” The re-creation of the Oppenheimer *, 
ease has become what amounts to & Nae 
- tional ritual of expiation. We have today, : 
‘it besides Stern’s book, FHeinar Kipphardt’s °-7 
" fne play “In the Matter of J. Robert Op- 

ac penheimer”—which uses most of the § 
." Same officia) records and leads to many ee 
‘But finally the mat: --! 
friends, nation ° 

to humanity—is deeply personal and. ° = ..; 
s particular case <0», 
reat indignation,» ~).” 
nally, on which av. 
national policy can |. 
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crowd, why did the lightning single him 
out?” The other charges looked to his his- 
tory rather than his opinions: that he was 
before the war a Communist (he proba- 
bly was not); that both before and dur- 


ranks of Communists and ex-Communists 


he was Jax in regard to security (not even 


his most vehement critics concluded that: 44 same conclusions. 


ter of loyalty—to science, 


t 
+ or 
- singular. Oppenheimer’ 
rovokes from Stern 
ut it is not a matter, 
“persuasive theory of 
@ erected. 
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cers (he did). 
In 1943 Haakon Chevalier approached 
his close friend Oppenheimer and told 
transmit American war secrets to the Rus- {| 
sians, Oppenheimer failed lo tell security 
officers of the conversation for eight ~ 


heimer said, “I was an idiot.” But in 1954. 


indeed. Pans 
For Stern, the question of Oppenheim-.. .. .. 
er’s loyalty ean be reduced to one simple | — 
question: would he have revealed Amer-, 
ica’s secrets to her enemies? If not, why ? 
was he punished and humiliated? Be- : 
cause, concludes Stern, of his failure to | 
support the H-bomb program with suitas , a 
he sgeprit heaving wass ee 
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